In Chapter 4 Govier provides many excellent examples of the process of evaluating arguments and you should study these examples closely. They serve as a model for how to engage in the dialogical process of evaluating arguments.
When putting forth an argument, you are doing three things:
i. Asserting the premises ii. Asserting that if the premises are acceptable, then the conclusion is acceptable iii. Asserting the conclusion When evaluating an argument, we pay attention to (i) and (ii). To reject an argument is to find fault either with the premises or with the relationship of the premises to the conclusion.
Cogent Arguments
When is an argument cogent? Govier points out that good arguments are cogent arguments and poor arguments are not cogent. So what makes for a cogent argument? There are three conditions:
1. The argument's premises are acceptable. The evidence being offered for a particular conclusion must be acceptable evidence. That is, it is reasonable for us to accept the premises. Ask yourself: do you have good reason for accepting the premises on which the argument is based? If not, then there is no good reason for accepting the conclusion.
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Notice that the standard here is not the standard of truth. Arguments will often employ premises that we simply don't know at the time to be true. The standard of acceptability is weaker than the standard of truth.
2. The premises are relevant to the conclusion. Do the premises give some reason or provide at least some evidence in favor of the conclusion? Do they have some bearing on the acceptability of the conclusion?
Premises are relevant to the conclusion when, if acceptable, they constitute some reason to believe the conclusion is true.
3. The premises provide sufficient grounds for the conclusion. Do the premises provide enough evidence to make it reasonable to accept the conclusion.
The distinction between relevancy and sufficiency
Relevancy and sufficiency are difficult to distinguish in a precise way but are clear enough if we look at an example.
1. I've had dinner at the student cafeteria twice and both times the food has been terrible. therefore 2. The cafeteria staff is incapable of preparing a decent meal.
Is the premise relevant to the conclusion? Certainly it seems so. What could me more relevant to the issue of whether the cafeteria staff can prepare a decent meal than that it doesn't make you sick. Does it provide sufficient grounds for the conclusion? Think about how strongly worded the conclusion is. Are two incidents at the cafeteria sufficient to support this strongly worded conclusion? Here we might say that the premise is relevant to the conclusion but not sufficient. An argument can provide premises that are relevant to the conclusion without providing sufficient grounds for accepting the conclusion.
Meeting the R and G Conditions
There are four different ways in which premises may meet the R and G conditions:
1. Deductive entailment: the strongest connection that you can have between premises and conclusion.
In a deductive argument, if the premises are true or acceptable, the conclusion must be true or acceptable. If all of the premises of the argument are true, it is impossible for the conclusion to be false. This is what logicians mean by the concept of validity. In any argument where the truth of the premises entails the truth of the conclusion, both the R and G conditions will be satisfied.
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For Example:
1. If you work hard, then you will be a success in life. 2. John has worked hard. Therefore, 3. John will be a success in life.
Inductive Generalization:
In such arguments, we use premises about past experiences to infer a conclusion about all experience or some future experience. Behind all such inferences is the assumption that our experience is fairly uniform. For example:
1. Every time that I have eaten in the school cafeteria, the food has been cold and unappetizing. Therefore, 2. It is likely that tonight the food will be cold and unappetizing.
With IG, as well as with the other types of argument structure we will consider, the connection between premises and conclusion is not as strong as in deductive entailment. In such cases, the premises can be acceptable and the conclusion still be unacceptable. There is always the possibility that the conclusion may later have to be rejected.
3. Arguments from Analogy: These arguments rest on a comparison between two things. Typically an argument from analogy claims that two kinds of things are alike in some respects and that the first has some further characteristic. It then moves to the conclusion that the second thing shares this characteristic. For example:
Simple appliances like toasters and washing machines break down. They are not completely reliable. The same companies that make these appliances make nuclear reactors, which are much more complicated. It is very likely, then, that nuclear reactors will also be susceptible to break-downs.
1. Simple appliances like toasters and washing machines break down and are not completely reliable. 2. The same companies that make these appliances make nuclear reactors. 3. Nuclear reactors are more complicated than these simple appliances. Therefore, 4. It is likely that nuclear reactors will be susceptible to break-downs.
Conductive Arguments:
In this type of argument we generally have several independent factors which, considered together or additively, are taken to add up to enough support for the conclusion. Each of the premises count separately in favor of a conclusion because each is relevant to it. Here, though, the evidence provided by the premises is not linked. So if one premise turns out to be unacceptable, the others are not affected. For example:
